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kinds of behaviour, but focuses attention on a par-
ticular aspect of behaviour, the form imposed by the
influence of scarcity.1 It follows from this, therefore,
that in so far as it presents this aspect, any kind of
human behaviour falls within the scope of economic
generalisations. We do not say that the production of
potatoes is economic activity and the production of
philosophy is not. We say rather that, in so far as
either kind of activity involves the relinquishment
of other desired alternatives, it has its economic aspect.
There are no limitations on the subject-matter of
Economic Science save this.
Certain writers, however, while rejecting the con-
ception of Economics as concerned with material
welfare, have sought to impose on its scope a restric-
tion of another nature: They have urged that the
behaviour with which Economics is concerned is
essentially a certain type of social behaviour, the
behaviour implied by the institutions of the In-
dividualist Exchange Economy. On this view, that
kind of behaviour which is not specifically social in
this definite sense is not the subject-matter of Econo-
mics, Professor Amonn in particular has devoted
almost infinite pains to elaborating this conception.2
Now it may be freely admitted that, within the
^ x On the distinction between analytical and classificatory definitions,
see Irving Fisher, Senses of Capital (Economic Journal, vol. vii., p. 213). It
is interesting to observe that the change in the conception of Economics
implied by our definition is similar to the change in the conception of
capital implied in Professor Fisher's definition. Adam Smith defined capital
as a kind of wealth. Professor Fisher would have us regard it as an aspect
of wealth.
* See his Objekt und Cfrundbsgriffe d&r theoretischen Nationafokonomie, 2 AufL
The criticisms of Schumpeter and Strigl on pp. 110-125 and pp. 166-156 are
particularly important from this point of view. With the very greatest
respect for Professor Amonn's exhaustive analysis, I cannot resist the
impression that he is inclined rather to magnify the degree of his divergence
from the attitude of these two authors.
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